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	Executive summary

	
Context: 

The Annual Assurance Report provides oversight of the key City academic quality and standards developments for Senate and Council.  

The Quality & Academic Development Department (QUAD) has led the development and drafting of this retrospective annual report which focuses on City’s quality assurance processes and how they operated during the previous academic year. This work is undertaken in liaison with colleagues across Academic Services and the University and is based on guidance published by the Committee of University Chairs.  Additionally the joint statement on student representation in quality and academic standards is developed in consultation with the Students’ Union.


	Action(s) required from the Committee:
	
A. To consider the Assurance Report on Academic Quality and Standards 2021/22
B. To endorse the report and recommend for submission to Senate and Council
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This Annual Assurance Report provides oversight of City’s academic quality and standards activities in the 2021/2022 academic year and demonstrates how internal and external regulatory compliance expectations were met. This includes a statement from the Students’ Union (Section A).
Academic year 2021/22 saw a significant period of consultation and change to the external regulatory landscape relating to academic quality and standards (Section Q). City responded to a number of consultations from the Office for Students (OfS) and a priority for 2022/23 will be to align academic policies and processes with the OfS’ new regulatory framework. Alongside the OfS, City also continues to engage with a wide range of professional, statutory and regulatory bodies at a programme level (Section N).
City’s academic quality and standards continued to adapt to the wider changes and developments that took place during 2021/22. Alongside the regular annual policy update and review of City’s academic policies and processes (Section I), these policies and processes continued to evolve as we moved away from emergency COVID-19 procedures (Section B). City also put in mitigations to manage the impact on academic quality and standards resulting from UCU and Unison strike action (Section C).
Changes to the student experience as a result of the pandemic were highlighted through a number of City’s quality and standards processes. City saw an increase in student casework (Section H), as well as an increased focus on academic integrity and misconduct (Section J). Module evaluations (Section K) and other student surveys (Section P) highlighted broader reflections from students on topics including teaching and learning, assessment and feedback and learning resources. City was also able to receive feedback at a programme level through its engagement with External Examiners (Section D).
The development and implementation of City’s new strategy will have an impact on a number of key areas relating to City’s quality and standards framework. During 2021/22 City continued to undertake programme approvals, amendments and terminations (Section M), assessment boards (Section E), annual programme evaluations (Section O) and periodic reviews (Section L). In 2022/23 City will be reflecting on these processes to ensure they align with the new strategy as well as the evolving external regulatory framework and in particular the OfS quality and standards conditions.
In 2021/22 City’s quality and standards function continued to provide oversight for degrees delivered through validation and partnership arrangements with other institutions (Section G), and for research degrees delivered through the Doctoral College (Section F).
This summary highlights where the key regulatory and institutional priorities will impact most directly on City’s academic quality and standards activity. At the end of the report we, alongside our Students’ Union colleagues, list the enhancement priorities for 2022/3 (Section R).
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A. [bookmark: A._Students’_Union_Statement_2020/21][bookmark: bookmark2][bookmark: _Toc112228752][bookmark: _Toc112936027][bookmark: B._Summary_of_work:_Task_&_Finish_Group][bookmark: bookmark3][bookmark: _Toc110240263]Students’ Union Statement 2021/22

City, University of London Students’ Union (SU) continued to work in collaboration with the University to strengthen student representation.

i. Programme Representatives

In 2021/22, the recruitment of Programme Representatives underwent a complete refresh of elected Reps across all programmes, all levels, and all years. In the previous year 2020/21, Programme Reps had their roles extended in a Rep rollover. We saw the highest number of Programme Reps since the 2020/21 pre-Rep rollover numbers. 

The total number of Reps elected in total was 829 for 2021/22. As there were significantly more Reps who retained their elected position in the 2021/22 rollover, the 21/22 Rep numbers that compared to pre-rollover Rep numbers in 19/20 shows a 12% increase in the number of Reps recruited this year (an additional 93 Reps). 

The largest increases in the number of Programme Reps took place in the City Law School (9% increase) and previously SASS (8% increase).

A total of 20 Rep training sessions were held from 1st November to 12th November 2021 during Term 1. A continued feature of training opportunities organised for Reps included Students Leaders Sustainability Training. The training covered an overview of sustainability frameworks that exist, the links between sustainability and social justice, the future of sustainability and the changing job market in addition to exploring how students can make sustainable actions to be a part of the change in their student leader roles within City and beyond. 
ii. Areas of strength and areas for improvement 

The Student Leaders Survey invited feedback from Programme Reps, Society Leaders, Executive Committee Members and Councillors from our previous democratic structures about their overall experience of the role this year. Launched in Term 2, there were a total of 118 responses of which 88 responses were from Programme Reps.
The survey asked Reps to feedback about their experience of: employability and skills development expectation management, support, and any additional feedback. 

· Over half of Programme Reps generally agreed that their time as Programme Rep has made them employable with 61% of Programme Reps responding with ‘strongly agreed; or ‘somewhat agreed’; 28% of Reps responded that they ‘neither agreed or disagreed’ with this statement. 
· More than half of Programme Reps generally agreed that there have been opportunities to develop skills this year with 67% of Programme Reps responding with ‘strongly agreed; or ‘somewhat agreed’. In particular, Reps highlighted that they developed in communication, leadership and organisation skills as a result of their role.

The survey results were generally positive including over two-thirds of Reps responding that they are likely to recommend being a Programme Rep to a friend or classmate. On a scale of 1 to 10, the average response of Programme Reps recommending their role was rated 7.4 out of 10.

Based off the survey results, the Union are proposing recommendations to improve the Programme Rep experience for the next academic year, these include:
· Programme Rep training 
· To pilot bi-annual check in calls with Reps 
· Termly Rep Social and networking events 
· More tailored employability and skills sessions 

iii. The Impact of Covid-19

As seen in last year’s statement, despite the challenges brought on as a result of the impact of Covid-19, the Union saw an increase in student satisfaction in relation to the National Student Survey. However, this year, in relation to the same survey this, the SU unfortunately saw a decrease this year. The Union are working to understand the reasons for this. 
When looking at question 26 which has the following statement ‘The students’ union (association or guild) effectively represents students’ academic interests’, the percentage of students agreeing with this statement decreased by 6.9%. This result has moved the Union from 4th in London to 8th and 44th nationally. 

At the time of writing, results for the Union’s own internal Annual Survey are not available. However, the expect to see similar results as last year. 

Despite the challenges a hybrid learning has brought, the Union has worked hard to make change based on student feedback and deliver a great experience for students. This includes, but is not limited to:
· reviewing the changes to the Extenuating circumstances application processes across Schools and provided the University with critical feedback on how student friendly the new designs were
· making an amazing 5000+ calls to students to check-in see how they were getting on  and offer some support. We used their feedback to create a report to share with the University and lobby to improve your student experience.
· Organising a SHS Social forum to collect feedback from SHS placement students on future initiatives and event ideas for building community within the School and across SHS programmes; the forum discussed ideas of SHS lanyards, regular Postgraduate mixers, and more large-scale event opportunities that are interdepartmental and allows for collaborative experiences between different healthcare professions.
iv. Student feedback

In addition to providing feedback through the Student Leaders Survey, Reps also provided feedback to the Union through attending Student Staff Liaison Committee meetings throughout the year. In the Union’s most recent report, completed in July 2021, there were four overarching themes or areas that were prevalent across Schools including: Course Organisation, Learning Resources, Assessment and Feedback and Strikes. A paper detailing these wider City themes and themes prevalent by School was presented to the University in July’s Senate.

B. [bookmark: _Toc112936028][bookmark: _Toc112228753]End of the COVID-19 Emergency Period 
Since the outset of the COVID-19 pandemic in March 2020, City had been operating under emergency regulations. The Assessment Regulations had been suspended by the President at the time for the 2019/20 and 2020/21 academic years (in accordance with Ordinance B.1.3) and replace by Contingency Assessment Regulations. 

The suspension of the Regulations was necessary because of the impact of the pandemic on students and in view of the urgent need for the University to make contingency arrangements to support students’ progression and attainment during the affected period. 
In the 2021/22 academic year, City returned to its standard Assessment Regulations (Senate Regulation 19). The COVID-19 emergency period ended on the 6th September 2021. A guidance document for staff was published (here) to advise how the contingency regulations may be applied to students in 2021/22 who were at City in 2019/20 and/or 2020/21 and may be able to avail of some of the contingencies. This was elaborated on in Assessment Board Guidance documents, see later.
A number of lessons learned from the COVID-19 emergency period have influenced and shaped policies and approaches going forward and, indeed, continues to do so. 

C. [bookmark: C._Summary_of_work:_Student_Attainment_&][bookmark: bookmark4][bookmark: _Toc112228754][bookmark: _Toc112936029]Quality & Standards Industrial Action Working Group
A number of industrial action periods had affected the second term of the 2021/22 academic year. In response to this, a Quality and Standards Industrial Action Working Group was established. It was Chaired by the Vice President (Education) and reported to SLT. Coordinated reports were also presented to Senate as required by the Ordinances and Regulations. 
The Group prepared and managed the academic impact of industrial action in relation to programme delivery and had oversight of the implementation of relevant actions. 
Summarised below is work undertaken by the Working Group from during 2021/22:
Impact of Industrial Action on Teaching & Learning Opportunities 
Coordinated by the ADE, COO and Dean, each of the Schools logged any identified lost learning opportunities and the mitigations which were put in place.  
The approach which was taken to mitigate lost teaching and learning opportunities, across City, was to try and replace teaching like for like, where it is possible and reasonable to do so, in cases where it was not possible, teams mitigated by offering teaching online, providing students with teaching materials and offering Q&A sessions for support. Overall, the mitigations which were offered, were considered by the Working Group to be robust. 
Colleagues worked very hard to proactively review the impact of the Industrial Action and agree on mitigations and measures which were taken and took due diligence to identify which learning outcomes were not delivered. Additionally, where appropriate and feasible, deadline extensions were approved for several assessments; this was the preferred approach to avoid having to mitigate assessment content. 
Some concerns were however raised at the working group meetings, around the feasibility and practicalities of replacing other lost student experience, such as pastoral opportunities. 
Frameworks for Mitigating the Impact of Industrial Action:
The Group considered and revised the three framework documents which were developed in 2019. The frameworks sought to mitigate against the impacts of industrial action and are as follows:
· Framework for Assessment Boards Impacted by Industrial Action 
· Framework for Handling Student Complaints Arising from Industrial Action 
· Framework for Managing Disruption to Teaching Learning and Assessment Due to Industrial Action 
The Frameworks were cascaded to Schools and the Business Continuity Group in order to share City’s approach. 

Assessment Board Preparations
In preparation for summer Assessment Boards, the working group reviewed Section A of the Assessment Board Industrial Action Framework, with a particular focus on Assessment Board quoracy. The group agreed that, voting Members may be broadened out where the Board may not be quorate due to industrial action. 
A recommendation was made to amend the attendance of the Dean as the Chair at Assessment Boards in the Regulations as this is not common practice on the ground at any time. The Dean would still nominate the Chair. 
To support discussion at Assessment Boards, a standardised agenda and guidance for the board was also drafted by Quality & Academic Development (QUAD) and shared with the Schools. A strike impact report was drafted and was to be completed for each programme and reviewed at the Assessment Board. Based on this, and the impact to which industrial action may have impacted students, the Board was permitted to apply some additional mitigations. 
Student Complaints 
Between February – June 2022, 54 student complaint emails have been received via the centralised Industrial Action Inbox. The majority (25) were regarding to compensation. 

D. [bookmark: _Toc112228532][bookmark: _Toc112228755][bookmark: _Toc112936030]External Examiners Reflections

The impact of industrial action was also evident in reflections on External Examiner activity for 2021/22. Two External Examiners, out of a pool of approximately 250, resigned as a result citing support of colleagues who are taking industrial action as the reason for resignation.

To allow for comprehensive feedback, a question specific to industrial action was included in the 2021/22 External Examiner’s Annual Report to give the External an opportunity to reflect on the mitigations put in place and provide their views on how the Assessment Board mitigated against the impact of industrial action on the programme and students. Externals were also asked to comment on any impact of COVID-19 in 2021/22.

As of writing, 102 External Examiner annual reports have been received for 2021/22 and this will grow in number as Assessment and Resit Boards take place. By comparison, 223 reports were received in total in 2020/21. All reports are annotated by Student and Academic Services to highlight good practice, strength and items for response. All reports are shared with Schools for Board of Studies’ response. A summary of the comments and recommendations will form part of the annual External Examiner Thematic Report that will be seen by the Educational Quality Committee (EQC) and Senate 2022/23. In general, comments received thus far are complimentary of City’s programmes and staff and confirm that we are meeting external subject benchmark statements, PSRB requirements, etc. and are comparable with other institutions.

An External Examiner Induction session was held in May 2022 for new Examiners and included a section City’s new Vision and Strategy.

E. [bookmark: _Toc110240268][bookmark: _Toc112228533][bookmark: _Toc112228756][bookmark: _Toc112936031]Assessment Board Operations
Student and Academic Services delivered six Assessment Board training sessions in May 2022 detailing the regulatory and operational approach for 2021/22, attended by over 95 academic and professional staff. Each session was recorded and was able to be shared with colleagues who could not attend.
The following Assessment Board guidance resources were also published:
· Updated Assessment Board Guidance 2021/22 (including how to apply industrial action mitigations and COVID-19 mitigations, for eligible students)
· Framework for Assessment Boards Impacted by Industrial Action
· Strike Impact Report
· Application of the Contingency Senate Regulations 2020/21 from the End the Emergency Period (from 6 September 2021)
· The following COVID-19 contingency documents were also still relevant for eligible students this year:
· Contingency Senate Regulations for Assessment and Conferment of Awards 2020/21
· Assessment Board Guide to the Contingency Regulations and Assessment Mitigations 2020/21
The move to online Assessment Boards continued to be well received both by City staff and most External Examiners with benefits including high levels of attendance, and increased efficiencies achieved by the conduct of paperless meetings.
Strong emphasis was placed on the pre-Assessment Board activity and preparation in each briefing session. Interim and Preliminary Assessment Panels were permitted to review student marks and also make recommendations for the application of the approved industrial action mitigations and/or further moderation or scaling to manage the impact. 
Assessment Board Observations
The oversight of Assessment Boards is a collaborative exercise led by Student and Academic Services and supported by School colleagues. A sample of decision-making Boards and all Chairs are observed annually by Student & Academic Services, to ensure that Assessment Boards are effectively and rigorously reviewed. A total of 39 Boards were selected for sampling in 2021/22, representing 20% (39/193). Additionally, a representative of Student and Academic Services was in attendance at any Board reviewing modules that were significantly impacted by industrial action and where the approved mitigations may be applied.
A full report summarising the outcome of the annual sampling of Assessment Board operations highlighting key themes, elements of good practice and the areas for improvement and risks identified during both the main Assessment and Resit Periods will be produced and reported to Senate and its Committees following the Resit Board observations.

F. [bookmark: _Toc110240270][bookmark: _Toc112228534][bookmark: _Toc112228757][bookmark: _Toc112936032]Doctoral College

The Research Degrees Framework applies to all full and part-time research students, including those registered on a research degree programme validated at a partner institution, academic staff with a responsibility for the supervision and examination of research students, administrative staff who have a role in supporting academic staff and external stakeholders.

The Framework contains core principles of City’s commitment to academic support and development of Research Students, alongside continuous development of our services. Research degree policy and PGR provision is overseen by Senate and supported through the Doctoral College Board of Studies and City Doctoral College. 
Within Schools, Boards of Studies are responsible for the approval of the admission, monitoring and progress review, examination and award of individual research students, and for monitoring the delivery and evaluation of research degree programmes.
Scope of Activity in 2021/22:
· 702 Current Doctoral Researchers (August 2022)
· Over 100 Doctoral Examinations

City Doctoral College (CDC) has assumed responsibility for operational aspects of policy, provision, and quality from QUAD and now has a Head of Doctoral College Operations in place alongside a Deputy Head of Doctoral College Operations (Quality). The Quality post replacing the previously existing post of Assistant Registrar (Research) in QUAD.

Implementation of the Research Manager system has been completed with Phase 3 (Examinations) going live in April 2022 alongside Candidature Management and Researcher Development from previous phases.

Revisions have been made to policies on examination policies to support in person, remote and mixed mode vivas. Amendments were made to Regulations 23 and 24 to clarify the criteria expected of research examined in line with the QAA degree Characteristics statements for Doctoral and Masters level research.

CDC and the Doctoral College Board of Studies have continued to support Schools and PGR candidates in the management of issues arising from Covid. The AVP has also initiated conversations with Schools around potential expansion of Professional Doctorate provision. Work is also ongoing around development and clarification of Terms of Reference for School Research Degrees Programme Committee.

G. [bookmark: _Toc112228758][bookmark: _Toc112936033]Collaborative Provision 

The University has ultimate responsibility for programmes delivered via collaborative provision: this includes activities delivered in partnership and managed locally in Schools, as well as where City validates programmes delivered solely by other institutions but which lead to a City award.

Validation activities continued as scheduled with teaching at Validated Bodies completed via a combination of online and in person. Scheduled Course Boards and Assessment Boards for other joint venture Validations (that City regulates) continued to take place.
The following aspects are of particular note:

i. Owing to changes in scheduling and the shifting programmes within City’s Validation Portfolio, no revalidations of programmes took place in 21/22, though a schedule of further/future validation and revalidation activities for the next five years was agreed at the June Collaborative Provision Committee (CPC) meeting.
ii. Two Assessment Boards for Validated Partners were also sampled by City’s Quality and Academic Development Team: Two INTO Assessment boards (one Foundation Programme and one Graduate Diploma).
iii. Student marks were made available to the University soon after Assessment Boards which ensured borderline marks could be dealt with expediently by Schools before results are released to students.
iv. In December 2021 ESCP, whose MSc in International Management is validated by City, informed City that they had made an application for Taught Degree Awarding Powers (TDAP) for which they are currently being assessed and a decision is expected in October 2022.
v. A new partnership was developed and approved during 21/22 between City and Ca Foscari University in Venice, Italy. This will allow articulation mobility between both institutions to allow PGT students to enrol and undertake Masters programmes in Economics easily. It is hoped that this agreement will pave the way for future expansion of this relationship to permit developments such as a formal jointly-awarded degree.
vi. SHPS have launched two new module-sharing arrangements with NHS Trusts – Barts and Central Northwest London whereby a City curriculum is taught in-situ by City and Partner staff for specific practitioner groups of students. 
These stand-alone, but credit-bearing, modules provide a model for future such activities for City and also permit a recognised and transferable period of study for those participating. Requests have already been made to increase the scope of these activities.
vii. New Partnership activity, on the whole, has been less busy than in previous years. This is, perhaps, something reflective of the institutional re-organisation of Schools as well as a pause in development activities whilst a new Internationalisation Strategy is agreed by the University. It is expected that new developments will increase as 22/23 progresses.”

H. [bookmark: D._Managing_Student_Complaints_and_Appea][bookmark: bookmark5][bookmark: _Toc112936034]Student Case Work 

City’s academic appeal, complaint, student disciplinary and fitness to study procedures are multistage processes mirroring student-facing processes across the sector.  Sector practice in managing student complaints and appeals is guided by the Office of the Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education’s (OIA) Good Practice Framework, which suggests student-facing processes should progress over no more than three stages. Our processes encourage early resolution before engagement with the initial formal stage, managed at the local level within the School, Department or Service.  The final stages take place at the institutional level within each process and is managed by Student and Academic Services. This stage focuses on the review of the earlier stages.

The ongoing Covid-19 global pandemic continued to have significant implications for the student experience and how students interact with standard student-facing procedures. Therefore, City continued to stay engaged with various forums (in particular, the OIA for Higher Education and the Academic Registrar’s Council) to keep updated with sector-experience, guidance and practice. 

Student cases are reported on by calendar year to align with reporting by the sector ombudsman, the Office of the Independent Adjudicator for Higher Education (OIA). The latest report for 2021 was signed off by Senate in July 2022. The trends QUAD have seen in this area and reported to Senate show that there has been a slight decrease in complaints. However, there has been a raise in appeals, disciplinary proceedings (including academic misconduct cases) and fitness to study cases. During the 2021/22 academic year specifically there has been a dramatic increase in University-level disciplinary proceedings with a number of complex cases around sexual misconduct. Student & Academic Services are ensuring that the lessons learnt from each case will be reflected in policy and regulation updates for the next academic year.

During 2021/22, both the Fitness to Study Regulation 10 and Student Disciplinary Regulation 13 were updated and approved by Senate. The updates included changing our approach to having legal representation in very exceptional circumstances and adding the need for a risk assessment to be conducted before temporary precautionary action such as suspension or exclusion is taken. Further, the student’s right to appeal any temporary suspension or exclusion was added in both regulations to reflect the OIA’s Good Practice Framework.

I. [bookmark: E._Senate_Academic_Regulation_and_Policy][bookmark: bookmark6][bookmark: _Toc110240273][bookmark: _Toc112228536][bookmark: _Toc112228760][bookmark: _Toc112936035]Senate Academic Regulation and Policy Review 
As noted previously, many lessons were learnt from the COVID-19 emergency period that influenced current and future policy and regulation approaches. The pandemic also meant that several policies that were due to be reviewed in 2019/20 and 2020/21 were postponed. 
In 2021/22, we focused on updating those polices that were postponed and on those that needed to be adapted due to the end of the emergency period and the greater focus on online learning. 

[bookmark: _Toc110240274][bookmark: _Toc112228537][bookmark: _Toc112228761]The following Policies and Regulations were reviewed or created:
· Senate Regulation 9 Conferment of Awards
· Senate Regulation 10 Fitness to Study
· Senate Regulation 13 Student Disciplinary
· Senate Regulation 19 Assessment Regulations
· Senate Regulation 22 Higher Doctorates
· Senate Regulation 25 Physical Format, Binding and Retention of Theses 
· Senate Regulation 26: Student Complaints 
· Student Attendance and Engagement Policy
· Online Teaching Materials and Recordings Policy
· Religious Observance Policy
· Academic Integrity and Misconduct Policy for Postgraduate Research Programmes
· Application for Extension of Candidature (Research Degrees) Policy
· Peer Supported Review of Education Policy
· Programme Suspension and Termination Policy
· Interruption of Studies and Withdrawal Policy
· PSRB Policy
· Special Schemes of Studies Policy
· Short Course CPD Policy
J. [bookmark: _Toc112936036]Academic Integrity and Misconduct
Academic integrity is at the heart of our commitment to academic excellence and reflects a shared set of principles which include honesty, trust, diligence, fairness and respect. The University’s Academic Integrity and Misconduct Policy and Guidance set out  how allegations of academic misconducts are managed. Senate Regulation 13: Student Discipline may also apply. 
The University continues to take academic misconduct seriously and seeks, at all times, to rigorously protect its academic standards. The Quality Assurance Agency (QAA) for Higher Education, has recognised that academic misconduct is a growing problem within the sector both in the UK and globally. 
Academic misconduct cases at City have had a significant increase across the Institution during the 2019/20 - 2021/22 academic years compared to previous years. 
In light of this serious concern, an Academic Integrity & Misconduct Working Group was formed and met for the first time in June 2021. The group determined that Deborah Rafalin would take on the role of Chair.
The Academic Integrity & Misconduct Working Group is a medium-term group whose purpose is to identify and implement creative solutions to better embed academic integrity within City, to educate and deter students from academic misconduct and to support staff who are managing these cases.
Actions completed by the Group in 2021/22 included: 
· Student communications regarding expectations around academic integrity, responsibilities and providing links to City online AIM resources.  
· Student and staff communications with regards to how to prevent Contract Cheating. 
· Staff communications with regards to managing group collusion cases. 
· Template letters with regards to academic misconduct investigations and outcomes, have been drafted and shared with the relevant staff in each School. 
· Dedicated AIM Student Hub Page.  
· SU AIM Campaign. 
· Staff FAQs. 

In addition to the work outlined above, the Group are also in the process of reviewing City’s Academic Integrity & Misconduct Policy/Guidance (AIM), Regulations and processes to ensure it is clear and fit for purpose. Part of the review has also been focusing on the Sanctions that could be applied if academic misconduct has been established and whether they are robust and suitable. A number of both minor and major changes have been proposed by the Group which will require resourcing and this work is still in progress.

K. [bookmark: _Toc112936037]Module Evaluation 

Following a year-long hiatus in evaluating modules due to the Covid-19 pandemic, module evaluation was re-introduced in PRD2 of 2020/21. In 2021/22, City has completed its first full annual cycle of online module evaluation (PRD1, PRD2, and PRD3). During that period, 1408 surveys were created and sent out to students. 
The overall response rate for 2021/22 is 18.5% (this excludes Bayes Business School, who follow their own module evaluation process).

In 2021/22, the link between module evaluation and appraisals/ promotion was suspended. The question set does not include references to individual lecturers but rather it focuses on the modules. A report on the outcomes of PRD1 of 2021/22 and PRD1 of 2022/23 will be submitted to Senate in PRD2 of 2022/23.

L. [bookmark: _Toc112936038][bookmark: _Toc110240276][bookmark: _Toc112228539][bookmark: _Toc112228763]Periodic Review 

The Periodic Programme Review (PPR) process is a retrospective analysis that provides an opportunity to consider future development. Each programme should undergo a review every five years.  During the COVID-19 emergency period most periodic reviews were postponed. The PPR process restarted in the 2021-22 academic year with the following programmes undergoing a review:

· MSc Management (Bayes)
· MSc Food Policy (SHPS)
· MSc Health Policy (SHPS)
· PhD Programmes (SHPS)

All reviews took place online via Microsoft Teams which worked well. There was good attendance and contributions from student representatives, programme teams, and external experts. In general, the reports noted that students were satisfied with their programmes of study, that programmes were well structured and aligned with sector needs/expectations and Programme Teams were highly commended for their management of the programmes. A number of conditions and improvements were, however, noted for each programme. Common issues included the increasing workload being places on academic and professional staff and the need to better embed the EDI strategy in the programme and indeed in the PPR Policy and Guidance. Schools will be expected to create an action plan to address all conditions and this will continue to eb monitored a School level.  

M. [bookmark: _Toc112936039][bookmark: _Toc110240277][bookmark: _Toc112228540][bookmark: _Toc112228764]Programme Approvals & Terminations 

The University Programme Approval Committee (UPAC) reviewed the following submissions in 2021/22. These all followed the relevant School review at the Programme Approval and Review Committee (PARC). 

Stage 1 (initial marketing and resources)
· 22 proposals (some covering more than one related programme) were considered.
· 19 proposals were related to new UG and PG programmes, 1 was related to a new apprenticeship programme, 1 was to reinstate a suspended programme and 1 proposal was related to a major amendment which warranted UPAC oversight. 
· The majority of the proposals (63%) were from SMCSE. 
· All submissions were approved with conditions. 

Stage 2 (programme content, assessment, professional services approval)
· 18 proposals (some covering more than one related programme) were considered.
· 17 proposals related to new UG and PG programmes and 1 was related to a new apprenticeship programme. 
· The majority of the proposals (66%) were from SMCSE. 
· All submissions were approved with conditions.

Future Enhancements to Process:
· To ensure that proper consideration of marketing and recruitment cycles is observed, and sufficient time to approve and implement new programmes is allowed. 
· To consistently include consultation with students in the development process and documentation. 
· To note any potential CMA (Competition and Markets Authority) implications in the consideration of significant approval, and to take the appropriate steps to mitigate these. 
· Schools to work more closely with Learning Enhancement and Development (LEaD) prior to Stage 2 submissions to ensure that programme and module specifications are in line with University and external regulatory frameworks

N. [bookmark: _Toc112936040]Professional, Statutory and Regulatory Bodies (PSRBs)

The responsibility for PSRB relationships is devolved to the School Board of Studies within which the programmes reside. Reports arising from PSRB engagements and responses to any matters arising are used as part of the normal review process, through Annual Programme Evaluation (APE) and Periodic Review.  Boards of Studies and Programme Approval and Review Committees (PARCs) or other relevant sub committees consider reports and responses and monitor any follow-up action that is required.

City has links with 71 PSRBs which provide valuable externality to 147 routes within City Programmes. No new relationships with a PSRB had taken effect in 2021/22. In April 2022, Educational Quality Committee reviewed the PSRB Registers reflecting on the period from October 2021 to March 2022.  

O. [bookmark: _Toc112936041][bookmark: _Toc110240278][bookmark: _Toc112228541][bookmark: _Toc112228765]Annual Programme Evaluations 

Annual Programme Evaluation (APE) is one of City’s primary evaluation methods for assuring the quality and continual enhancement of programmes. The APEs play an important role in assessing progress against strategic priorities and gauging support requirements. This reporting forms part of our annual assurance process, supports the dissemination of good practice and enables oversight of the way in which strategic priorities are being implemented at programme level.

Each year, a review of the quality, good practice and themes arising from Annual Programme Evaluation (APE) is conducted and a report made to Senate. The review process is retrospective, therefore the update provided within this report reflects on the 2020/2021 academic year. 

The quality (i.e. completeness / comprehensiveness) of all completed APEs is analysed by Student and Academic Services to provide assurance of the implementation of the APE policy through an institutional level review. 


All 2020/21 APEs were received by the published deadline and the overall quality of the APEs was very high, providing an effective and robust overview of the health of programmes, including good practice items and comprehensive action plans mapped against the University KPIs.

In light of the on-going global pandemic and the impact Covid-19 has continued to have on the academic year 2020/21, programme teams were also asked to provide a brief overview of any key changes made to the operational elements of the programme overall and any key changes made to assessments due to Covid-19 (that were not already reflected on in the 2019/20 APEs) and what impact these have had. 

Some key impacts identified across the Institution are as follows: 
· the lack of opportunity for students to develop and nurture certain skills that would normally be developed in a face to face settings such as practical experience and team-working, as well as for the preparedness of students for more traditional forms of assessment such as in-person closed book examinations.
· staff have had to continuously adapted to new ways of working and supporting students with their studies.
· the high volume of student extenuating circumstances, extensions and special arrangements for assessment requests required additional teaching/marking, which led to long working hours and excessive workload.
· a move away from online to a more blended approach to teaching and learning for the majority of programmes. 
· a move away from traditional face to face examination, with many assessments now being submitted as coursework or open book exams. Many programmes noted that they are considering continuing this assessment model due to its success.

P. [bookmark: _Toc112936042]Student Surveys & Action Plans

City conducts an annual suite of surveys to gain feedback on student satisfaction, the institution’s performance and to identify issues that need to be addressed. 

The surveys comprise:
· Your Voice 1 (Undergraduate (UG) Year 1 internal survey)
· Your Voice 2 (UG Year 2 internal survey)
· National Student Survey (NSS) (UG Year 3, national survey)
· Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey (PTES) (PGT students, national survey run every other year)
City invites students to participate in one programme-related survey per year. Students participate in the surveys anonymously.  All surveys take place in a single ‘survey window’ in the spring term. 
This principle enables the University to work in conjunction with the Students’ Union to undertake focused promotional work with the aim of eliciting high rates of participation. 

Question sets for Your Voice Surveys are designed to mirror the NSS. Question sets for the NSS, Postgraduate Taught Experience Survey and Postgraduate Research Experience Survey are set nationally. Summary reports for Your Voice 1 and 2, NSS, PTES and PRES are reported to Education and Employability Board instead, with further reports going to Senate and Council for the NSS results. 

Vice-President (Education) and Vice-President (Digital and Student Experience), along with colleagues from some central services and the Students’ Union, meet with Programme Directors and Deans to discuss the NSS results and identify quick wins and longer-term plans. 
Action plans to address the NSS results are developed and check-ins on the plans are scheduled at regular intervals throughout the academic year.

Voice 1 and Voice 2:
· Despite a focus on more targeted communications to students, the response rates for both the YV1 and YV2 surveys remains low this year, with a response rate of 6% for YV1 and 5% for YV2
· Positive comments were received for student support across both surveys
· The effect of COVID-19 was still being felt during this time and this was reflected via the comments. Students mentioned the lack of community due to online learning. 
· Comments around learning and teaching highlighted the need for more detailed feedback on assessments especially due to the move to some classes being online.
· Positive comments were received in relation to guidance available for students when using Moodle and they also praised the library facilities

NSS:
· The overall response rate for the institution was 69.43% against a response of 68.26% last year.
· Students overall satisfaction dropped slightly to 66.82% against 2021 of 68.21%
· The Students’ Union question recorded the lowest results with an agreement rate of 55.79% against 62.69% in 2021

PTES:
· The overall response rate for this survey was 6.3%
· Overall, the results seem to indicate that PTES students were more positive about their experience than those who completed the YV1, YV2 and NSS survey 
· City was ranked in the Third Quarter Nationally, in the highest quarter for Business & Management with a ranking of 4th out of 70 and in the second quarter for Allied to Medicine.

Q. [bookmark: _Toc112936043]Regulatory Development & Compliance

i. Teaching Excellence Framework (OfS Condition B6)
The Office for Students has developed a new approach to the Teaching Excellence Framework (TEF), with the intention that the TEF should cohere with their regulation of quality and standards in a single overall quality system. TEF submissions will be at Provider-Level only and will be based on criteria focused on Student Experience and Student Outcomes. 
The assessment process behind the awards will be based on a mix of qualitative and quantitative evidence including a provider submission, an independent student submission and indicators produced by the OfS. The overall Gold, Silver and Bronze provider rating categories remain unchanged. However, there is now a fourth category of ‘requires improvement’ for those providers that aren’t deemed to demonstrate excellence but meet baseline conditions of registration. The awards will last for four years. 
The full consultation documents and outcomes can be found via the OfS website: https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/publications/student-outcomes-and-teaching-excellence-consultations/ 
The published timeline for the TEF is to open the submission window in late September 2022, with a submission deadline of mid-January 2023. OfS will announce outcomes in September 2023. 



In light of this, a TEF Operational Management Group has been formed which will have its first meeting on the 12th September 2022. The Group will be Chaired by the Vice President (Education) and the drafting of the TEF submission, will be led by the Quality & Academic Development (QUAD) team. 

The objectives of the Group will include developing a plan for managing City’s response to the requirements of TEF, coordinate access to and analysis of data and coordinate contributions, approvals and sign-offs through City’s governance structure.

ii. Regulating Student Outcomes (OfS condition B3)

The OfS will be setting a minimum requirement that all providers are required to deliver positive outcomes for their students. The proposed changes aim to:
· protect students from providers, and courses, where performance falls below a minimum requirement
· protecting taxpayers’ money by ensuring that student support funding and OfS public grant funding is not given to providers whose students are unlikely to complete their course or achieve positive outcomes 

This will be tested by considering, whether, in the OfS's judgement, a provider’s outcomes are at or above specific numerical thresholds, which will be calculated by reference to sector-wide performance and will be reviewed every 4 years. 
	
The published timeline means that the publication of all indicators will take place in late September 2022, changes will come into force in October 2022 and the identification of providers for assessment by December 2022. 

In light of this, revisions have been implemented in the Annual Programme Evaluation (APE) forms and process (for reflections on the 2021/22 academic year) in order to reflect on the B3 data as part of the existing sections regarding ‘student progression’ and ‘student outcomes’. The Quality & Academic Development (QUAD) team will be leading on coordinating access to the data to relevant School colleagues, who will use the APEs as a platform for analysis and reflection on a subject level. 

iii. Regulating quality and standards (OfS condition B1, B2, B4, B5)

Over the past two years the OfS has reviewed and consulted on its approach to regulating quality and standards in Higher Education in England, publishing its approach in May 2022. These conditions came into force alongside the specific approaches set out through TEF and student outcomes regulation set out above.

Colleagues from across City are working to ensure policies and processes align with these new conditions with a particular focus on mapping to our processes for programme approval, amendment and review.

iv. Terms & Conditions and Consumer Protection (OfS condition C1)

The terms and conditions for study at City, University of London 2022/23 were published in Summer 2022 as part of the annual review by Student & Academic Services and City’s legal team.

v. Student Complaints scheme (OfS condition C2)

City’s commitment to this condition is covered in Section H of this report: Managing Student Appeals, Complaints, Disciplinary and Fitness to Study. 

vi. Student Protection Plan (OfS condition C3)

City’s Student Protection Plan sets out what applicant and current City students can expect to happen should a course, campus, or indeed the institution close. Having such a plan is a requirement of the Office for Students.
[bookmark: _Toc110240279]
R. [bookmark: _Toc112228542][bookmark: _Toc112228766][bookmark: _Toc112936044]Enhancement Activities for 2022/23
[bookmark: _Toc110240280]
University:
· Ongoing work to address issues of academic misconduct, particularly within online assessments. To develop resources and revise our policy and process to educate and deter students from academic misconduct.
· Ongoing work to review and improve the Annual Programme Evaluations (APE) forms and process, to ensure they align with internal and external drivers and priorities. Particularly around student outcomes data. 
· A review of Module Evaluation staff and student guidance and how we engage students to increase response rates. Working with Communications Teams to share more information with students when surveys become available (week 9 of each term for most modules).
· Review Student & Academic Services oversight of External Examiner reports with a focus on identifying those that need further oversight and closing the feedback loop between Schools and Examiners.
· Ongoing revisions of the Programme Approval and Amendment Policies to create a leaner and quicker approval process.
· Revisions to City’s Credit Framework to ensure that it is fit for purpose and robust and with a greater emphasis on ensuring Schools are in compliance with it.
· Updates to Sexual Misconduct Policy to comply with external and legal obligations and in light of an increase in cases in 2021/22.
· The Students’ Union continue to be a critical partner in delivering a positive student experience at City. Collaborative work continues to take place with the view to enhance the student experience ahead of 22/23. 
· City Doctoral College will be working with Schools on implementation of recommendations arising from internal audit on Doctoral Supervision.
· City Doctoral College is looking to establish a review of PGR programme specifications with the Schools to ensure that all PGR degree pathways have appropriate programme specs alongside University regulations and policies. 

[bookmark: _Toc110240281]Students’ Union:

Plans for 2022-23 student representation will be centered around the Union’s strategic priority titled ‘A platform for driving improvements’ and will include but not be limited to:

· Developing a student voice reporting plan, with a focus on the impact it has and accounts for central and Schools-based reporting.
· Implementing and integrating UniTu as a student voice tool.
· [bookmark: APPENDIX_1:_Task_&_Finish_Group_(Terms_o][bookmark: bookmark8]Completing the final implementation of changes in line with the outcome of the Democracy Review to enable students to feel they can make the changes they need through the Union.
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